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The Uta.h Division of Public Utilities generally supports the
FCC objective to streamline interstate depreciation prescription
for for all Local Exchange Carriers (LEe) and Interexch~nge

carriers. We agree th~t the proposed treatment of AT&T (and other
regulated interexchange carriers) should be different than LEe!s
due to major differences in the network infrastructures, markets
being served, the level of experienced competition in those
markets, and the levels of past corporate committment to replace
and upgrade the network infrastructure.

The LEe have not experienced the level of competition tha.t
justifies the price cap methodology adopted for AT&T, since these
companies still maintain monopoly, bottlenecks and great market
power. In the case of US West, the past limited committment to
total network modernization and equipment replacements during the
1986 to 1990 peI.'iod has acted to extend equipment and facilities
lives well beyond those of AT&T and the other interexchange
carriers. Therefore, depreciation lives must. reflect the factual
historic conditions and the pI'ojected corpoI'ate committments.

We support the FCC proposed method of establishing a range of
reasonable lives and net salvage values for simplifying future
adjustments for §ll accounts. We generally concur in the proposed
range of rates for the accounts included in the order. However,
the major accounts that have caused most of the past disagreements
between carI'iers and regulators are excluded. TheI'efore, real
simplification and potential time and expense savings of the
process cannot be realized without all accounts being included in
the process. Since there are situations where a specific carrier
will require special considerations for a short period of time, the
rules should include some quidance for exception situations.

The FCC decision to establish different rules. and ranges for
LEe's based on the form by which the carriers are regulated does
cause us concern. The FCC form of regulation of a carrier is
generally different th~n the specific form of regulation approved
b:r state Commission's, however, the same network :i.nfrastruct.ure is
being treated. We would propose that all LEC be included in the
final method. The initial range of reasonable lives and salvage
values could be modified, if necessary, to incorporate any
significant differences in the projected lives caused b:r
di fferences in t.he forms of regulation. The init.ial lives and
salvages values approved for each company within the ranges should
also reflect any diffeI.'ences caused by past investment decisions
based on the forms Of regulation.

, Current forlfiS of intrastate regulation are different because
of the inability of the LEe to prove to regulators and legislators
that all service areas are experiencing the Same levels of
competition and moderniza.tion demands. However, the general
direction of local competition, and the ~equirements to modernize
networks to meet. overall national and internat.ional market. and
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technology demands, is now effecting all LEe service areas.
Corporations that continue to make investment decisions based on
the current forms of regulation are committing compatibility and
competitive suicide fox:' the future.
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